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SOLUTIONS TO CLIMATE CHANGE

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 21, 2000

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:32 a.m. in room SR—
253, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. John McCain, Chairman
of the Committee, presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN McCAIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM ARIZONA

The CHAIRMAN. Good morning. Earlier this year we examined the
science of global warming as a means of defining the issue of cli-
mate change. We followed that hearing with a discussion of the im-
pact of climate change on the United States, specifically the na-
tional assessment report. Today we hope to examine a few of the
many solutions or approaches to reducing greenhouse gas emis-
sions, the suspected cause of global temperature increases.

I hope to have an honest and open discussion of these solutions
so that the members of the Committee can be better informed on
our policy options as we look to the future and address this very
important issue. Today’s discussion does not represent, nor should
it be implied, the totality of solutions available. Today’s discussion
represents only a sampling of these solutions.

I am pleased to hear that several companies are taking voluntary
actions to reduce emissions and become more efficient in their oper-
ations. I know that these efficiencies often lead to cost savings,
which further motivates their actions. Nevertheless, reduced emis-
sions are helping the environment.

These actions are leading some critics to claim that industry is
doing more on a voluntary basis than Congress. If this is true, then
it is time that Congress steps up to the plate. The Federal Govern-
ment will continue to support scientific research concerning climate
change. However, we must depend on the industrial base of this
country to implement these scientific findings. I would hope that
they would apply their ingenuity by using technologies to bring
about a cleaner environment.

I am pleased that our witnesses today represent those on the
front line of industries who are implementing programs to reduce
greenhouse gas emission. I am also interested in hearing about
what else the government can do to improve the current situation
or, again, if anything at all should be done.

During the past two hearings, we have heard about the com-
plexity of climate change and the difficulty of understanding the
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interaction between the atmosphere, oceans, and land. I believe
there are many questions yet to be answered. Many of these are
further complicated by the mixing of politics and science. I hope to
add some clarity to this situation by proposing an international
commission of scientists to study climate change and to provide un-
biased, sound scientific analysis to anyone in search of the facts on
global warming.

We plan to introduce legislation in the near future to this effect.
I hope others will rally and support it to help bring international
understanding to this contentious issue.

I welcome all the witnesses today. Finally, there are probably
only 2 or 3 weeks left in this session of Congress, so we may not
have other hearings this year. I intend to work with Senator Kerry
and others to take up this issue again early next year, since I have
become convinced that there are changes taking place that we need
to better understand, and at some point we need to develop some
kind of plan of action.

[The prepared statement of Senator McCain follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN MCCAIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM ARIZONA

Earlier this year we examined the science behind global warming as a means of
defining the issue of climate change. We followed that hearing with a discussion of
the Climate Change Impact On the United States, the National Assessment Report.
Today, we hope to examine a few of the many solutions or approaches to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions, the suspected cause of global temperature increases.

I hope to have an open and honest discussion of these solutions so that the mem-
bers of this Committee can be better informed on our policy options as we look to
the future and address this very important issue. Today’s discussion does not rep-
resent, nor should it be implied, the totality of solutions available. Today’s discus-
sion represents only a sampling of these solutions.

I am pleased to hear that several companies are taking voluntary actions to re-
duce emissions and become more efficient in their operations. I know that these effi-
ciencies often lead to cost savings which further motivates their actions. Neverthe-
less, the reduced emissions are helping the environment.

These actions are leading some critics to claim that industry is doing more on a
voluntary basis than Congress. If this is true than it’s time that Congress steps up
to the plate.

The Federal Government will continue to support scientific research concerning
climate change. However, we must depend on the industrial base of this country to
implement these scientific findings. I would hope that they would apply their inge-
nuity by using technologies to bring about a cleaner environment. I am pleased that
our witnesses today represent those on the front line of industry implementing pro-
grams to reduce greenhouse gas emission.

I am also interested in hearing about what else the government can do to improve
the current situation or again, if anything at all actually should be done. Over the
past two hearings, we have heard about the complexity of climate change and the
difficulty of understanding the interaction between the atmosphere, oceans, and the
land.

I believe there are many questions yet to be answered. Many of these are further
complicated by the mixing of politics and science. I hope to add some clarity to this
situation by proposing an international commission of scientists to study climate
change and to provide unbiased, sound scientific analysis to anyone in search of the
facts on global warming. I plan to introduce legislation in the near future to this
effect and hope that others will rally and support it to help bring mutual inter-
national understanding about this contentious issue.

I welcome all of our witnesses here today.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kerry.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN KERRY,
U.S. SENATOR FROM MASSACHUSETTS

Senator KERRY. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for having
these series of hearings. I really want to congratulate you on doing
that. I think you are the only chairman in the Senate providing at
this point any ongoing dialog on this subject, and so I personally
want to thank you because I think what it needs more than any-
thing else, frankly, is leadership.

As you know, Mr. Chairman—and I'm sort of tired of repeating
it a little bit, but I say it as a preface to where I am coming from
on it. I have been following this for a long time now through the
work on this Committee, beginning when the Vice President served
here on the Committee and we became interested in this as mem-
bers of the Subcommittee. Obviously, his views on the issue are
now a matter of record internationally.

One thing we do not want to do is insert politics into it and I
do not want to do that. I have now followed the emerging science
since the 1980s and I have participated in the negotiations for the
United Nations Framework Convention. I have been to Rio, been
to Buenos Aires, been to Kyoto, watched this emerge, and 1 have
talked and met with people I have enormous respect for: John
Prescott, Deputy Prime Minister in England, others who are lead-
ing on this issue, and many people on the European continent, who
just have built a consensus.

An enormous scientific consensus exists internationally on this
subject. And while you cannot prove precisely that global warming
has caused this particular event or that particular event, the fol-
lowing are all consistent with models of projected climate change:

No. 1, the 1990s were the hottest decade on record.

No. 2, the hottest 11 years on record have all occurred in the
past 13 years.

Ranges of infectious diseases are spreading. Cases of infection
are increasing around the world.

This shift in temperature that is accompanying that, some parts
of the world have warmed by 5 degrees Fahrenheit or more in the
last 100 years, the average temperature of the entire planet having
risen 1 degree.

Again, all of these are consistent. In 1995, after a period of un-
usual warming, 4.5 degrees Fahrenheit above normal, a 48 by 22
mile chunk of the Larsen Ice Shelf in Antarctica collapsed, and in
subsequent years we have seen remarkable sizes of ice falling off.

This summer a section of the North Pole was water for the first
time in recorded history. I think it was about a mile wide area of
water. And for the first time in recorded history, a trip was taken
retracing a trip of yore which took 2 years, and this trip took only
about a month to do because there was no ice in the Northwest
Passage.

The reason I say all of this, Mr. Chairman, is that the “solution”
to climate change—and we are going to hear from Senator Fein-
stein, we are going to hear from other members today—has proven
to be elusive. I just want to say to you there are two reasons for
this, and I will be very quick. The first reason is, obviously, self-
interest. Whether it is a country, a company, or citizens in a State,
we all benefit from the status quo and everybody is resistant to
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change. At the international level, we, the United States, are in-
creasingly the butt of cynicism and doubts about our seriousness
because other nations, developing nations, remain very critical of
the developed nations for the past emissions and for their desire
to hold onto the status quo, while we remain very suspicious of de-
veloping nations that think they can not be part of the consensus
and do not have to buy into Kyoto. So we are locked into this unfor-
tunate gridlock now where things get worse and nobody is doing
anything.

Within the United States, we have different industrial sectors de-
fending their position, each of them arguing that the pollution cut
should come from somewhere else. Energy points to the transpor-
tation sector, transportation points to manufacturing, and so you go
back and forth.

The second reason is the difficulty of the underlying problem. I
know that some of the work of Dr. Romm and his colleagues, such
as Amory Lovins, points to how existing technology has the poten-
tial to reduce emissions. I buy into that, I accept that.

But the challenge is using that technology domestically and
internationally, and there you run into this huge political resist-
ance because corporations and governments have invested billions
of dollars in the current energy, current transportation, current
manufacturing, and current building infrastructures, and those in-
vestments are intended to last 30 years or longer. So you have this
enormous economic resistance to a reality that is growing around
us.
So the question for us, Mr. Chairman—and that is why I applaud
your having these hearings and focusing on this—is how we take
this consensus that has been built internationally about a certain
set of scientific facts and translate that into political action here in
the United States. It is going to take a massive educational effort.
It is going to take wise and forceful political leadership, and we
need the corporate sector to be part of the solution. We cannot
make this a war between politicians and the economy. We have to
harness the best creativity of our economy, the best entrepre-
neurial spirit of our corporations, to implement the solutions.

I believe we can do that and I hope we will do it, Mr. Chairman.
The framework is there, but we are going to have to exert enor-
mous political leadership consistent with good common sense in
order to make it happen.

So again I thank you for your leadership on this and I look for-
ward to these hearings.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I thank you, Senator Kerry. Your involve-
ment predates mine by a number of years and that is why it is im-
portant for us to work together with other members such as Sen-
atolrl' Brownback, who has shown a great interest in the issue as
well.

Before we turn to Senator Feinstein, Senator Brownback.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAM BROWNBACK,
U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

Senator BROWNBACK. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Thank you, John, for your leadership that you have provided on
this.
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I would like to put my entire opening statement in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

Senator BROWNBACK. I just would point out a couple of quick
things. No. 1 is Senator Kerry has really encapsulated the issue
quite nicely. I would hope that we would focus, not on where we
disagree, but where we can move forward and progress. There is
a lot of dispute about Kyoto. There is a lot of dispute about how
we got to the place we are today. But there is not so much dispute
about what we can do of common sense steps today to solve some
of these problems and start down the right path.

That is what I see in the panel you have got here, is people talk-
ing about some rational steps we can start now moving forward. I
have put in two bills, one to deal with carbon sequestration, one
on an international basis, one on a domestic basis. The inter-
national one would provide tax credits to companies that work to
keep land from being developed, particularly rain forest areas that
are big carbon sinks.

I am going to be going to Brazil to see one of these projects later
this year, and I am hopeful that some other members can go as
well. This is where private companies, along with NGO’s, the Na-
ture Conservancy, have set aside a very large tract of land. It is
good for biodiversity and a number of other purposes, but it is also
very good carbon sequestration, a carbon sink.

The second one is in U.S. agriculture, what all we can do in dif-
ferent farming practices to incentivize carbon sequestration and
pulling carbon out and not releasing it back up. The science is de-
veloping well. You have got one presenter here today that is going
to be commenting about that. At Kansas State University they are
doing a great deal of research on how we can farm to fix carbon
or carbon farming, as it is being referred to.

I put in a bill to incentivize that in the U.S., because I think we
have got great promise here as well on pulling carbon out of the
air, fixing it into the soil, that it is good for farming and it is good
for getting some of the CO> out of the air.

To me, these are rational, common sense approaches that we can
look at and say, well, I do not know about Kyoto Treaty, I do not
know about how we got here, but I do know we have got some solu-
tions that we could pretty much all agree on, and that is the track
that I would hope we can move down.

I applaud your holding these hearings.

[The prepared statement of Senator Brownback follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. SAM BROWNBACK, U.S. SENATOR FROM KANSAS

Mr. Chairman,

I’d like to first thank you for holding this hearing and for your continued persist-
ence on this important topic.

With respect to the issue of Global Climate Change, we must be persistent. That
this will be a debate that might affect global weather patterns, we must be per-
sistent. That this will be a debate that will almost certainly affect the future of our
national economy, we must be persistent. It is my opinion, that whether our persist-
ence is for the better or worse, will be determined by the extent to which our per-
sistence is tempered by wisdom.

In my faith we are each called on to be both gentle and wise. This advise also
strikes me as good counsel for how we are to proceed as we pursue the debate on
how this nation will address global climate change.

We must be gentle.
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There is no shortage of emotional rhetoric on either side of this debate. For some
global climate change is a coming apocalypse that will forever change and perhaps
end life as we know it on this planet. On the other side of the debate, there are
those who would argue that there is no problem and that the regulations which
might be required to stem climate change would result in complete economic col-
lapse.

If, as legislators, we are not gentle in this debate we will be swept into the rhet-
oric of one or the other extreme. As we have seen in past environmental legislation,
we will end up with either the impractical and unworkable, or the ineffective and
unsuccessful.

We must be wise.

The central questions of the debate on how to address Climate Change are sci-
entific. We can not ignore what the preponderance of scientific evidence tells us
about Climate Change. As was stated in the U.S. Climate Action Report 2002,
“greenhouse gases are accumulating in Earth’s atmosphere as a result of human ac-
tivities causing global mean surface air temperature and subsurface ocean tempera-
ture to rise.”

However, neither can we pretend that the science tells us something that it does
not. According to the oft quoted National Research Council report on Climate
Change “. . . because there is considerable uncertainty in current understanding of
how the climate system varies naturally and reacts to emissions of greenhouse gases
and aerosols, current estimates of the magnitude of future warming should be re-
garded as tentative and subject to future adjustments (either upward or down-
ward.)”

While it would be convenient to embrace the scientific evidence which supports
our position and ignore that which is counter, it would be unwise.

All of this said, I admire my colleagues for their persistence in the pursuit of the
legislation we consider today. However, I respectfully disagree with my colleagues
that we are at a point in this debate at which we ought to be considering this kind
of a “cap and trade” regime. The scientific evidence showing human activity has an
effect on Climate Change is significant. Yet, the science is still ambiguous as to the
extent of the problem. It is premature to state that this or any regulatory regime
is necessary to, or capable of, slowing down or reversing Climate Change.

This is not to say that there is nothing to be done on the issue of Climate Change.
As Mr. Mahoney will point out, we must fill the gaps where there is a paucity of
research, so that we might answer the lingering questions. There are increases re-
quested for additional research. I assume that this body and the House will work
together to make sure those requests are met.

Additional research is not where our dedication to this issue should end. There
are things we can do to positively effect our net national carbon emissions that have
other environmental benefits and which can have a positive effect on the economy.
I am referring to carbon sequestration and conservation practices. I know that Mr.
Krupp will tell us about some of the innovative projects that his organization has
worked on in the Pacific North-West. These are projects that not only suck carbon
out of the atmosphere, but have the more tangible benefits of improving water qual-
ity and preserving wildlife habitat.

In my home state of Kansas, the potential for bringing carbon into the soil is vast.
As we speak the Chicago Climate Exchange is working out the details of a project
that will all at once provide a new revenue stream for farmers, improved soil con-
servation techniques and reduce our net carbon output. Some estimates I have seen
believe that the potential for sequestering carbon in this pilot project could exceed
the amount of carbon that Germany emits each year.

I look forward to working with the chairman and this Committee to consider this
part of the Climate Change debate. I believe that if we are gentle and wise carbon
sequestration is the crossroad at which the various sides of this debate can meet,
while additional research is going forward. I look forward to hearing from the wit-
nesses.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Feinstein, welcome and thank you for coming before the
Committee today. We are aware of your recent accident and we
wish you a speedy recovery.
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STATEMENT OF HON. DIANNE FEINSTEIN,
U.S. SENATOR FROM CALIFORNIA

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Kerry, Senator Brownback. I am delighted to be here this morning.

I would recommend, Mr. Chairman, that the Committee consider
three policies that would most comprehensively address the global
warming issue. The first is increasing Corporate Average Fuel
Economy standards, or CAFE for short, for our Nation’s cars and
trucks. The second is increasing the use of energy efficient vehicles,
buildings, and appliances and expanding our reliance on renewable
energy. The third is encouraging the Senate to take a leadership
role and join the 29 other countries which have already ratified the
Kyoto Protocol.

I would like to limit my comments this morning to fuel efficiency
because I believe that improving fuel efficiency is the most impor-
gantl',{ first step we can take. It produces the largest bang for the

uck.

Earlier this year I spent a day at the Scripps Institute in San
Diego meeting with various climate change and global warming ex-
perts, like Dan Cayan, the Director of the Climate Research Divi-
sion, Ron Rumunathan, the Director of the Center for Atmospheric
Science, Michael Molitor, the Coordinator of Climate Change at
UC-San Diego’s Institute for Global Conflict and Cooperation, and
Charles Kennel, the former head of the National Science Founda-
tion.

All said that there is overwhelming evidence to show that global
warming is real and is happening now. Measurements taken in La
Jolla, California, at Scripps, at the Institute of Oceanography, since
1925 and in San Francisco show a rise in the sea level of 9 inches
over the last 75 to 100 years at both locations. According to these
scientists, these changes we are now seeing in the climate are un-
precedented over a period of 400,000 years. So I think that is good
evidence that there is a real problem.

Carbon dioxide emissions from vehicles in the United States ex-
ceed the total CO» emissions of all but three other countries. Car-
bon dioxide is the No. 1 greenhouse gas. Therefore, if you attack
carbon dioxide you attack the greenhouse problem.

CAFE standards regulate how many miles a vehicle will travel
on a gallon of gasoline. Better fuel efficiency simply lowers vehic-
ular emissions of pollutants and carbon dioxide. There is what is
known as an SUV loophole which allows sports utility vehicles and
other light duty trucks to meet lower fuel efficiency standards than
passenger cars. So they have lower standards than passenger cars,
although SUV’s are, in fact, passenger cars.

Fuel economy standards for automobiles average 27.5 miles per
gallon, while the standards for SUVs and light trucks average 20.7
miles per gallon. So there is a 7 mile differential. When fuel econ-
omy standards were first implemented in 1975, a separate tier was
permitted for trucks, which were not thought to be passenger vehi-
cles. So it is easy to see that SUVs, which were thrown then into
the truck category later and are predominantly used as passenger
vehicles, escape the stricter standards.

Now, I believe there is no reason to think they should not have
to meet the same CAFE standards as station wagons and other
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cars. Standards for cars have not increased in 14 years and the
truck standards have essentially stayed the same since 1981. But
since many consumers have traded in their cars for SUVs, overall
vehitl:ular carbon dioxide emissions have begun to increase signifi-
cantly.

If SUVs and other light duty trucks were simply required to
meet the same fuel economy standards as automobiles, we would
reduce CO, emissions by 237 million tons each year. That would
result alone in a saving of a million barrels of oil a day, so it is
a consequential change.

A provision in the transportation appropriations bill for the past
5 years has prevented the Department of Transportation from even
studying fuel economy standards and whether those standards
should be increased, and that is the product of the lobbying of De-
troit. Finally this past June, Senator Gorton, Senator Bryan and I
had a breakthrough on the floor and, thanks to a compromise we
were able to reach, the National Academy of Sciences will be work-
ing with DOT to look at whether these standards can be increased
without costing domestic manufacturing jobs and without compro-
mising safety. Now, we were not able to achieve any kind of a reso-
lution that said just go do it. It is a study. But up to this point we
had not even been able to get a study, so it is just a small step
forward.

I am hopeful that the study will disprove once and for all all the
excuses used by car manufacturers and their allies to fight raising
CAFE standards in this area.

In light of the fuel prices that we have been seeing at the pump
this year, raising these standards would also be a big help to the
country and to consumers. Closing the SUV loophole would not
only save the United States the one million barrels of oil a day, it
would also save SUV owners hundreds of dollars a year at the
pump. With gas hovering near two dollars a gallon, this is a big
deal. I think it also shows that reducing our greenhouse gases can
help consumers in very easy to quantify ways. We can measure it.
We know what it will do. We know it is the largest single and easi-
est thing we can do.

Now, that is not all we can do. I hope we can explore how to en-
courage the production of alternative fuel, hybrid vehicle, and fuel
cell vehicles. Cars and SUVs are not going to go away, but we can
certainly find ways to make them run cleaner and more efficiently.
Hybrid vehicles, which run partly on gas and partly on an electric
battery that never needs recharging, are already on the market. I
understand that fuel cell technology which would make zero emis-
sion vehicles, creating water as the only waste byproduct, are just
a few years away.

If we can figure a way to get more of these vehicles onto the
roads, we will undoubtedly reduce our country’s carbon dioxide
emissions by millions of tons and go a long way toward combatting
global warming. I would hope that this Committee would look at
a Federal Government fleet purchase and whether we can find
ways to ensure that these vehicles meet the highest possible fuel
efficiency standards.

Federal vehicles alone comprise about 1 percent of all vehicles
sold each year in the United States and local government and State
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fleets compromise another 1 percent. So if both together would
agree to use cleaner, more efficient vehicles, perhaps hybrid vehi-
cles, essentially 2 percent of all of the vehicles on the road, govern-
ment-issue cars, would be environmentally friendly.

If government vehicles were required to achieve better fuel effi-
ciency, it would make a real difference in reducing greenhouse gas
and provide incentives for car and truck manufacturers to bring
these vehicles more freely to market.

So I urge the Committee to consider some of these solutions.
What we wind up doing or not doing on global warming as early
as the next Congress may well be evaluated for generations to
come. I would hope that our children and our grandchildren will be
able to look back on the country in this early 21st Century and say
that the United States was a leader, not a laggard.

I thank the chair. I thank the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Feinstein. We ap-
preciate your long-time involvement in this issue. I know how im-
portant it is to the State of California. We look forward to working
with you.

Senator FEINSTEIN. I thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Did you want to say something?

Senator KERRY. I would like to say something. I would like to
thank Senator Feinstein for her testimony and for her leadership
on this. I simply could not agree with her more, Mr. Chairman. The
technology exists today. We can do this. I do not know anybody
here who has not driven down a road and has gotten some truck
in front of you and it steps on the gas at a light and belches out
incredible plumes of black smoke, particulates that you can see.
You have to practically hold your breath in your own car to drive
through it.

We have allowed a loophole to exist. It is an extraordinary loop-
hole. It does not have to exist, and it exists frankly, Mr. Chairman,
for one of the reasons that you have been such a leader in pointing
out to Americans, the connection between campaign contributions
and what happens in Washington, and the amount of money that
gets thrown out by interests that do not want these good things to
happen.

The technology is there. I visited California and Los Angeles,
went for a ride in one of your fleet, compressed natural gas cars,
went out to the station where you could refuel. It is extraordinary
how fast and easy it is. You see the infrastructure beginning to be
built in California, the networks that allow you to get from here
to there and refuel.

We should be doing that all over the country and the leadership
should be coming from governmental fleet entities and from our ef-
fort to help put the infrastructure in place and create the tax in-
centives and the ability to do it.

So I thank you for your testimony today, and I hope my col-
leagues will take note.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Thank you, Senator Feinstein. Get well soon.

Senator FEINSTEIN. Thanks very much, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. On our next panel are: Ms. Ann Mesnikoff, the
Washington Representative of the Sierra Club Global Warming and
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Energy Program; Mr. Jeff Morgheim, the Climate Change Manager
at BP of Houston, Texas; Mr. Frederick Palmer, the General Man-
ager and Chief Executive Officer of Western Fuels Association; Mr.
Joseph Romm, Director, Center for Energy and Climate Solutions;
and Dr. Norman Rosenberg, a Senior Staff Scientist, Pacific North-
west National Laboratory, Battelle Washington Operations.

We want to welcome all of the witnesses. Mr. Morgheim, is that
a proper pronunciation of your name?

Mr. MORGHEIM. Yes, it is, Senator.

The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Mesnikoff, is that a proper pronunciation?

Ms. MESNIKOFF. Yes, it is.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. I will not ask the others.

We will begin with you, Ms. Mesnikoff, and thank you for joining
us.

STATEMENT OF ANN R. MESNIKOFF, WASHINGTON
REPRESENTATIVE, SIERRA CLUB, GLOBAL WARMING AND
ENERGY PROGRAM, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ms. MESNIKOFF. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you,
members of the Committee.

Certainly Senator Feinstein has made my job much easier. I was
asked today to focus on the Corporate Average Fuel Economy
standards for cars and light trucks and I think Senator Feinstein
has been a leader on this issue for the past several years in Con-
gress along with Senators Bryan and Gorton, and we certainly
thank her for her leadership on this important issue and bringing
us to the agreement we reached this past year to allow the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences to begin a study.

But I would like to point out briefly on that point that even with
today’s high oil prices, the Department of Transportation still can-
not implement the Corporate Average Fuel Economy law. It cannot
issue new standards for our cars and light trucks to reduce oil con-
sumption and thereby reduce the greenhouse gas emissions that
are coming out of our cars and light trucks.

The CHAIRMAN. Why not?

Ms. MESNIKOFF. It is an important step forward, but it is a
stud)i). It will not allow DOT to actually implement the law and do
its job.

I would just briefly like to thank you for holding this series of
hearings on climate change and I think this, perhaps, might be the
most important because it is a serious problem. I think this map,
which the Sierra Club—unfortunately, I do not have mounted—pro-
duced with other environmental organizations, tells the worldwide
story of global warming impacts. It tells about the fingerprints and
harbingers of global warming from droughts, spreading infectious
diseases, heat waves, and the like.

I think it is a story that demands action on what is a very seri-
ous pollution problem. And it is a pollution problem, and America’s
cars and light trucks are 20 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas emis-
sions. They guzzle 40 percent of the oil we use and transportation
is the fastest growing sector of greenhouse gas emissions in the
United States.

I think that it is a pollution problem, and the good news is we
can do something about it. I think Senator Feinstein made all the
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key points. I would just like to add a few points to what Senator
Feinstein said. I think that actually a report that you asked the
Government Accounting Office to do, Mr. Chairman, on CAFE
standards which was released in August 2000 does conclude that
raising CAFE standards can help reduce U.S. oil consumption and
thereby reduce global warming pollution coming out of America’s
cars and light trucks.

I think the critical point to start is with light trucks. The loop-
hole that Senator Feinstein referred to has been in existence since
the original law was passed in 1975. Light trucks then were only
20 percent of the vehicle fleet. Now they are about 50 percent.
Minivans, SUVs, these vehicles did not really exist. Light trucks
were work trucks. Now we see them being used as passenger vehi-
cles in cities across the country.

A 14 mile-per-gallon SUV will emit more than 130 tons of carbon
dioxide over its lifetime. The average new car will emit only 74
tons, but the new Honda Insight, which utilizes gasoline-electric
hybrid technology, will emit only 27 tons.

Even Ford Motor Company has recognized that SUVs threaten
the environment by emitting more global warming pollution and
more smog-forming pollution and that they also pose a safety haz-
ard for other motorists. I think closing the light truck loophole
would slash CO; emissions by 240 million tons of carbon dioxide a
year when it is fully phased in.

It is an essential first step to take, but we must also consider
raising CAFE standards for all of our cars and light trucks to even
beyond 27.5 miles per gallon. That is a first step, but it is not the
last step. The key point to make here is that the technology does
exist. The gasoline-electric hybrid technology which Honda is using
on its Insight vehicle today, which Toyota is selling in its Prius ve-
hicle, which Toyota has already shown at the Tokyo Auto Show,
could make a minivan get 42 miles per gallon, and Ford Motor
Company, which has pledged to put hybrid technology into its
small SUV, the Escape. I think in the year 2004.

So I think we are seeing progress in fuel economy and that these
technologies will allow our automakers to be leaders in the world,
to show that we can do even better than 27.5 miles per gallon,
which has been in place for 14 years, that we can vastly improve
the fuel economy of the American fleet of vehicles and make a real
difference and show the world that we are no longer sitting around
and waiting for somebody else to move forward, that we are going
to take a real step, the biggest single step that we could take to
curb global warming.

I think that it is also important to note that, while these tech-
nologies are being used today, we need to make sure that they are
not being used on single vehicles to reduce oil consumption or pol-
lution, but to make sure that all vehicles are using this technology,
so that we see real improvements across the board by all manufac-
turers in all vehicles.

The auto manufacturers are having real problems meeting the
current CAFE standard, the 20.7 mile per gallon standard for light
trucks. They are using all different kinds of games to meet that ex-
isting standard. Hybrid technology should not be one more tool in
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the toolbox to avoid making real improvements. We need to see
dramatic changes and we need to see a higher CAFE standard.

Ford and General Motors have made pledges in regard to their
light trucks, to improving the fuel economy of their light trucks.
But again, we need to see all manufacturers moving forward and
we need to make sure that the standards which are in the original
CAFE law, maximum feasible technology, cost savings, the need to
save oil, that all these factors are considered to get the highest
CAFE standard and the best CAFE standard that we can.

The Sierra Club has been calling for a 45 mile per gallon CAFE
standard for our cars and a 34 mile per gallon standard for our
light trucks. I think that is an important step to take.

I think that the polls show that Americans consistently support
using fuel economy standards to reduce our oil consumption and to
reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. Two examples: The World
Wildlife Fund from August 1999, a poll of light truck owners
showed that 73 percent believe that their light truck should be
cleaner and fully two-thirds would pay a significant amount more
for their next light truck if it were a cleaner vehicle. 70 percent be-
lieve that automakers will not clean up their light trucks unless
they are required to do so.

A Zogby International poll of predominantly independent and Re-
publican voters in New Hampshire revealed that 75 percent fa-
vored increasing fuel economy to address global warming, even at
an increased cost of $300 per vehicle.

I think the Union of Concerned Scientists has done studies that
show that the gas-guzzling Ford Explorer, which is the most pop-
ular SUV sold in this country, and obviously known in the news
for other reasons these days, but that vehicle could go from 19
miles per gallon to 34 miles per gallon using today’s technology,
and that technology would cost about $900 and certainly at today’s
high gasoline prices, a consumer would make that money back at
the gas pump in about 2 years. These are cost effective ways of re-
ducing our emissions and they should be taken.

I think, briefly, I would like to touch upon a couple of other
things that we should be doing. Certainly, cleaning up our power
plants, making our homes and our buildings much more energy ef-
ficient are steps we must take. Many electric utilities still use coal
in this country. I would just point out that coal is an especially
dirty fuel, producing nearly twice as much CO: per unit of heat
produced as natural gas and about a third more than oil. I think
we can begin to convert these plants to natural gas, which is clean-
er burning. We can do more by saving energy in our homes and in
our buildings by issuing new energy efficiency standards for light-
ing, appliances, heating, and air conditioning.

All these things can help reduce our demand for electricity and
energy and make us more efficient. We can also begin to look at
wind power and solar power and clean renewable energy that will
again reduce our emissions of CO-.

I think in today’s high oil price situation, we should begin to look
at CAFE standards because they will save us oil, they will reduce
our U.S. greenhouse gas emissions. It is a sensible and essential
solution to the global warming problem. It is something we can do
now. The technology is here, hybrid technology. Fuel cell tech-
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nology is on the horizon. We will see those vehicles on the road
soon.

I have to point out that there are high costs to inaction. If we
fail to act to curb global warming, we will impose on our children
enormous impacts on their health, on our coasts, on agriculture,
and our infrastructure. Then we have to look at the fact that, what
kind of a price tag can we put on the lost lives to heat waves and
spreading infectious diseases?

Experts have joined in emphasizing that global warming has
begun and now is the time to take action. I would urge that we
look at the fuel economy solution, to allow the Department of
Transportation to begin to implement the law, to look at the study
that the National Academy of Sciences does, but to move forward
so that we can begin to save oil and begin to make a real dramatic
difference in U.S. greenhouse gas emissions.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Mesnikoff follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ANN R. MESNIKOFF, WASHINGTON REPRESENTATIVE,
SIERRA CLUB, GLOBAL WARMING AND ENERGY PROGRAM, WASHINGTON, DC.

Introduction

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee. I am Ann Mesnikoff,
Washington Representative of Sierra Club’s Global Warming and Energy Program.
I appreciate the opportunity to testify today on behalf Sierra Club’s more than half-
million members nationwide on solutions to global warming. My testimony will
focus on the key solution of raising Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) stand-
ards for cars and light trucks.

Global warming is the most significant environmental threat we face. Yet, the
United States has entered the 21st century relying on dirty, polluting 19th century
fossil fuel technology. In contrast, our economic competitors, Japan and Europe, use
only half the energy we do to achieve roughly the same standard of living.

The key to curbing global warming is improving energy efficiency. Cars and light
trucks alone emit 20 percent of U.S. carbon dioxide pollution and guzzle 40 perc